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A-learning environment can S; described as a place where two
or more pgog}e gather in the name of education. The setting could
- be on a log with Mark Hopiins or in an open;designe¢, carpeted,
climate-controlled school with a team of Hopkinses. Although -much |
of the content of this paﬁer applies to all levels gpd types of
' educa:;onal i;stitutions, the focus is on elementary anﬂ gsecondary
learning environments. ‘Obviously, no two gnvirannenta are exactly .
alike. Schools have organizational personalities, which include

unique organizational styles and human dfnlmics.

Most recent writings on the subject of learning environments by .

Anderson and Walberg, (1) and on classroom climates by Nielsen and

Kirk, (12) have been grounded in the th;;¥etical models of Hnriay
aﬁd Stern, (13) Getzels and Thelen (7) i:g Getzels (6). These models
hold that institutional and individual characteristics interact in
schools and determine student learning. In spite of the tremendcus
< amount of energy expended by researchers of learning environments,
no clear-cut relationship exists between the environment and student
achieve;enf. Bloom (2) recognized the growing complexity of environ-
ment as cr{tical for measuring learning outcomes.,

One of the reasons for researchers' inability to develop clean

relationships between the environment and learner outcomes is that

the term environment is too global a concept: The complexity of the
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environment may be such that even valid neidsures aré extremely

difficult to relate to student outcomes. However, researchers com-
mitted to improving school environments realize that the bengfit of
anai;;ing those environments comes when we can successfully predict
student cognitive and affective outcomes. ~Combs stresses the need
for affective as well as cognitive outcomes by st;ting: "Oﬁf roiety
can get along with a bad reader. A bigot is a danger to everyone."
G:19). -

There is strong support among educatorejth;t the te;ch;r and R
claSIroom.climate have reciprocal relationships with school-related
;ttitudea. Thg relationships are somewhat more'complex‘in a team~
taught or cooperative tesching environment. Teachers' petception;
of the learning environment influence how they teach and therefore

affect student outcomzs. In spite of those assumptions no major study

exists that correlates téacher perceptions with student achievement

-

or development.

INSTRUMENTATION ’

Most efforts to analyze learning environments have included
either observational or self-report instruments. Observational instru-
ments are "low inference” because"they are utilized to record the
directly observaﬁi? specific behaviors or incidents. Self-report
inltruneﬁts are labeled "high inference" because they ask the respon-
dent to judge how he feels or what he perceives the situation to be.

Both types of instruments lack the sophistication to gccufately predict

the relationship between the school environment and student outcomes.  ’
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However, at th}s writing no other tools exist which hold moréﬁtromit;
for orgnﬂizational researchers.

After analyzing available observationnl instruments, this writer
and his assistant developed and tested tbe School Organization Check-
1ist (11). This instrument is based on the work by Walberg and
Thomas (14).to identify the characteristics of open education. The

other ‘nstrument is the Learning Climate Inventory (LCI) ..

THE LEARNING CLIMATE INVENTORY (LCI)

One of the most helpful teacher self-report instruments is the
Learning Climate Inventory (LCI) (9). The LCI was developed to access
thellearning climate in elementary and secondary schools. It was

initially used as an organizational development tool in several Ohio

,schaol districts to gather staff perceptions of the learning climate

in each building and in the entire district. Profiles for each school

’f. g

based on the data gathered were cﬁﬁﬁtructed”and’gtveu“to*the~staff“in
interpretive conferences. The instrument contains twenty items with
a seven-point Likert type scale. Except fog’two reverse items, a
response of seven iﬁdicates an open learning environnent. The original
instrument contained forty-five itemQ. Pilot tests and factor analytic
procedures teduced the items to twenty (20) with five factors. Based
on six samples of teachers ranging from 134-1000, the reliability .
coefficients for each factor range from .50 to .75. Test-retest
reliabilities range frca .75 to .92. The five factors and their
loadings are as follows: A

1. Leadership: The extent to which the teachers perceive the

leadership beliaviors of the administrators. (.45 to .73,

6 items).
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2. Freedom: The extent to which teachers.feel free to experiment

A%

and determine their own instructional activities in théir
classrooms. (.56 to .64, 5 items). T
3. Evaluation: The extent to which teachers tnd students are
involved in teacher and administrator evaluation. (.47 to .
.81, 3 items). ! d
4. Compliance: The extent to which tea&herl feel the pressure to
conform to the rules of the system. (.47 to‘.72, 3 items).
5. Cooperation: The extent to which teachers a;e supported in
. their efforts to team—teach and use resource people. (,50 to
.66, 3 }tems). N

The LCI 1is aeaignearfo glfﬁér-telché; pe£ception: about Lheir

administrators, peers, and teaching job. An advantage of the LCI 1is

its brevity. When compared to the sixty-four item OCDQ and the three ,

hundred item OCI, the twenty items on the LCI take only ten to fifteen ) ‘

minutes to complete with care. Experience with longer instruments has
been that respondents tend to hurry and are less considerate in théir
x;sponséé. especially if the instruments are administered at the end
of the day during a "teachers meeting." o _ /
Tﬂ; LCI has been usaed in recent studies by Hoyle (8, 10) to c;mpare
the learning climate in open-space high schools with tﬁe leatni;é
climate»in traditional high schools, and to compare the learning climate
in open-space elemenﬁaty schools vitg.the learning climate in traditional
elementary schools. An item by item analysis of the LCI in the high
school study revealed that the respondegia in(thg open achoolgrreported
ltgntficant1y>greater—opennesamin~the.lcoresﬁon,itegg_pgttain?ng t6

—
teachers' freedom tod use varied teaching materials ,nd resource people; P

4
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mutual .goal setting for teacher evaluation; and job satisfaction. The

teachers in traditional schools reported that they were invited to’

-

evaluate their principals significantly more’ often. Comparing thé two
classes of schocls by the five factors revealed that teacﬁfrs in open
schools felt significantly greater pressure to comply or to follow the
rq}es.
The .findings were mixed in the eleméhtary school study. There were
significant differences bétween the perceptions of teachers in the

open-space school and teachers in the traditionhl lchool.. Teachers in

the traditional schools viewed the leaderahip bchaviora of their ad min- -

________4_____—“

e —— T

istrators as more open‘than did the teachers in the open-space schools.
However, teachers in the open-space » schools viewed their relationship

with colleagues as more open than did the teachers in the traditional

4
»

scﬁoola.

These findings relate in part to the findings of Coughlan who

<

_wrote,

In the relatively closed (traditional schools) .. .staff
members are concerned about aspects of the work relationship
more, directly under the influence and control of the
hierarchial superordinate...In relatively open schools... ,
the focus of concern in the teacher group was directed
toward horizontal relations (colleague relations). (4:56)

The LCI has been used to gather data for severs! dioacrtations.
It has also been u{gd in studies conducted in Switzerland, Australia,
New Zealand, England and Canada. / ’

‘The relfability of most brief instruments is suspect by other

organiszational theorists. Traditionally, more items in each d@mension

“'adds internal strength to the instruncnt. . Howeyer, soue theorists

argue that three items per dimension are’ as reliable as ten if the

. . ¥
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three items are properly written anj analyzed. That is, a rose is a
rose is a rose. The LC{ needs more testing to sqrengthen its predic-
_tive validity. Also, several of the items could be rewritten to

strengthen its internal consistency. Even with these limitations'the

" .LCI offers the researcher or development person a reliable research

instrument.

A STUDY OF LEARNING ENVIRONMENTS

A

ﬁaingvthe previouslf diécussed theor§ base and strategy, this ——

tegy, 178

e ———————

_researcher—attempted to tackle an extremely Eémplex learning environ-
ment problem. The challenge to attempt the study came from Robert

Dreeben in the Second Handbook of Research on Teaching, edited by

R. M. W. Travers. Dreeben's chapter on "The -School as a Workplace"

eqtertained theoretical notions about social patterms and educational

N

workplaces. He states: N

It is probably not possible to discover how teaching
activities and the classroom experiences of children con-
tribute to what children learn in schools unless we can
identify how different teaching activities in different
gettings ‘create opportunities for and constraints upon

' icaining. 1in plainer language, the study of workplaces -
can contribute to our knowledge about what is possible
and how things work in schools. (5:450, 451)

! ...The questions tu«t need to be asked are: given existing
structural arrangements in schools and classrooms, what
are the forms that teaching activities can take? What
are the alternative structural arrangements that can serve
educational purposes? And what opportunities and con-
straints do they create for the character of teacher's
work? (5:471)

With the assistance of a faculty research grant from the

University of Tulsa Research Advisory Committee and based on the above

questions a study was conducted.: An attempt was made to find the

RSSO —- ,

relationship bctg;cn the spatial characteristics of public school

B

-
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classrooms and alternative modes of teaching and the staff's perceptions

of the learning climate: The. following questions vere examined:

1. Do aiternativé instructional or teaching modes increase ) .
as spatial arrangements become more open? (e.g. fever
valls or barriers between classroom or teaching stations).
_ 2. What are the alternative structural arrangements that ¢
- _ tend to encourage alternative modes of inatruction?
3. Do the teachers' perceptions of the learn climate —;”’__w_,,_frwﬁ’”‘
become more “"open" as the teaching or structural areas ,
become more open and flexib : X

4. Are tea s-p ptions of the lelrpinglzlinnte more N
_‘—________ﬂ__‘,,— opén in low achieving or high achieving schools?
CEEN 5. Are teachers' perceptions of the learning climate more
' ' open in small, medium or large schools? *

Ctos 6. Are teachers' perceptions of the learning environment
more open 1if the teachers and administrators are
* involved in an on-going human relations program?

Data were gathered from 700 classrooms and 867 teachers in 30
schools in Tulsa and Oklahoma City, Oklahoma, and Fort Worth, Texas.
The schools were selected according to the following criteria:

1. Degree of open space. The schools ranged from 85% open
, space design to traditiomal structures with no flexible
or open space. ’
2. Economic level. The schools were selected to represent >
the schools in the ‘three cities in terms of housing
areas and per pupil expenditura.

. Visits were made to each of the thirty schools and 700 classroo;s.

to observe the instructional program and the organizatiég;i strateéies: .
to interview the principal and teachers, and to adainister the LCI.
Principals and teachers were interviewed by this resegtcher,or his
assistant Gerald Wright. Most classrooms were viéitea and observed.

The interviews and observations were recorded on the School Organization
t . '

Checklist (11). Upon leaving the building the two researchers compared -

’ obacrvafions and recorded them on one checklist. ‘Fach teacher and

. principal was asked to respond to the LCI. Total time in each building
“ t. &
“ was l% - 2 hours, 7??0.. care was taken to observe and record the -

PN e e o




actual instructional program in terms of teaching modes, materials,

» R

e

B

staffing, class organization and space utilizationi -
o d space
S R _ - o

L __RESULTS T« . ‘

°

- / ‘ Do alternative instructional or teaching forms increase as )
spatial arrangements ‘become more open (e.g. fewer walls 6: barriers

Y .
_betweén classrooms or teachipg stations). To answer this question

- ¢

9 the rel:;rcher and his assistant. inspacted each’instructional area’

" in the buflding and -¢{lecided upon. the perccﬁf qf fiexible, épen—space
‘ actually used for instruction. Gynﬁaliuﬁ. and ;uditoriups were not
considered open-space because they were used prinnrily for ph&sical
education and assemblies. Instructional modes and staff qrganization
were the next points of inquiry. We observed the percent of large
groups, more than 50 students; meaiun groups, 16-49 ltudenti; small
groups, 2-15 séudents; and individusl 1nstruétion. Perce;g of

e 1]

cooperative or team:teaching vas determined. Freedom of student
S £

o movementAwithin the classroom or instructional area w‘a opaerved and

recorded. \ .
Analysis of the data revealed that alternative teaching modes do
increase as spaéial arriﬁgements become more open. There exists a
. relationship among the four variables of open-space, instructional
modes, team teaching,.and student movement in the 700 classrooms in

- \

the 30 schaols. -

No school 19 the study was 100X open-space, but ranged from 0%

to 852.' Our results revealed that if a school contained at least 20%

_ open-space, then instructional modes, team teaching and student move-~

gencﬁwe;b‘aimilar. Tﬂat ig, 20X open-space ‘was enough to encourage .




25% to 50% more instructional modes, considerably more cooperative

»

teaching and greater freedom for student novement. Schools with less

-

th.:\zoz open—space had fcwe: forms of instruction, little or no team
“teaching and very limited student movement. Traditional buildings
vith less that 20% open-lpace encourage traditional instructional :

prograns-regardleaa of the grade level. o

" The second question was as follows: :Hhﬁt are ‘the alternative

structural arrangements that tend to encoufﬂge alternative modes of

.
\ ) M
LY

instruction?

4

As described above at least 20% of open flexible sﬁace is
necessary for more instructiondl modes, team teachipg; and freer
student movement. The optimum use of the open—space lppeared to be in
the lkill areas of math, reading, language arts (gramnar), and science.

Two teachers and two interns or para-professionals working with

»

45-60 students ih a double sized, catpetéd room was the arrangement
where the gr;atest numbe; of instructional and learning activities _ .
took place. This arrangement created an environment where‘teacﬁerq
.phared their talents and moved amoﬁb.thé students forvlnall group and
individual instruction. Most double room arrangements had adequate
sound systems and audio visualféquipment forllarge group insFructibn.
Carpet is an acoustical requirement when 45—60 students are

talking, moving,to'reséhrce‘materiala, and engaged in. independent

study. The large areas with carpet were much quieter than large areas “

*

with tile floors. ) ot
. Most learning résource centers or libraries observed in this study

remain little changed from the libraries of 1940. Most of the centers

. \
- \

10
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contained the latest audio visual equipment and reading matexials
1) t /‘
However, rigid scheduling for the students to use th//genter restricted

-

its value as ‘an instructional centeqi Rarely did tHe'reseerchers view

- RN
students (even in the most open-space buildings) givencfree access to

the learning resource penter. Thus, based on the findings in thf,

study, learning resoujce centers should be available in each double

o L3

fnon'errhngement and a c;ntral leetning resource center ‘should be_
de-empheeized. :

Queetion number three asked if teecnersi perceptions of the
leerning environment ‘became wore open as the teaching or structured
erees became more open and flexible? The data from the LCI revealed //f
that teachers in schoola*with at“least 20% open, flexible space viewed
their learning environment ae more open on three of the five factors
(e.g. Freedom, Complisnce, and Cooperation) (See Table la). Teachers
in ‘schools with less than 202 open-space viewed their 1eatning climate
as ﬁote open on the evaluation factor. There wes'no significant‘
difference between the tzachers in open-space schools and teachers:in
traditicnal schoola'on the Leadernhiﬁ factor. These\findings support
the findings in question number one. inat is, schoold*with at least

2

20% open space, contain a greater number of instructional modes (25170

-

501 more), considerably more team or cooperative teaching, greater
amount of freedom‘for students to move about the classroon and a more
open learning environment on three of five LCI factors as Yiewed by

teachers.

The statistical -procedure was to compute the average factor score

for each of the 867 teachers who responded to the LCI. The next step




vas to compute meen factor ecorel for each of .the five factors for

.

459. teachers in tredittbnnl schools (leeo that 201\open space) end .

’608 tencheri ia schoolo with 20% to-85Z open epece. T-tests weré run

. betwaen the two groupe on eech fector to test, the dilcriminetion of

. the LCI fectoro. Meen differences between the teechere in ochoolo

with nt leeot 202 open space end tenchero in schools with 202 or less

open ‘space vete significant at the‘.Ol level on four of five factors.

LIS » » " - ‘ b4
The same.computational procedure was used to ‘answer research questions
— s . Ve ' .

s -

XS A . \ .
four, five and six, - * ¢ . -2 ‘

. . *
LS - . '

~Quegtion number four \asked 1f teachers' perceptions of the learning
\\ L4 «

climate are moY¥e ‘open in lo echievingror‘high achieving schools? The
data’ reveeled\thet high echie§ing echoole* vieved their leerning

clinste as more open o; "three of the five fectore (Leederohip, Evelue—

tion, at Cooperntion) (See Table 1,b).

.

-

Queotion number five eeked if tenchers perceptions of the leerning
) climateawee more open in small, medium, or lerge schools. The tenchets )
in small ochoolu (500 or fewer students) viewed their learning climate
as ‘more opea than the climate in either the medium (510-803 etudente) “
or large (975—1900 studente) schools on three of the five factors (Leeder—

’ ship, Fteedom, and Cooperetion) (See Table' 1 »C) . Tenchers in medium

. A}

sized .schools viewed the lenrning climate as more open than the cIimnte

in lnfge schooxh on three of the five fectors (Freedom, Compliance,

. (8]
.

and Cooperation). ~ . S . )
v . ~ s -

~The';inal question, asked 1f tegchern' perceptions ‘of the learnigt‘}
climate are more open if the teiéhere and ndminiotrntoro ire involved

4 - i .
fn an on-going human relation program..  On two of the.five factoxs

13

v *Achievement level of “each school was determined from data and
by interviews in the reseetch division of each school district.

12 S
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(Freedom and Compliance) (See Table 1,d) teachers who are involved

in an-on-going human relations program which includes their principal
perceived greater professional freedom to experiment and-determine

their instructional activities. They also felt less pressure to

- conform to the rules of the systems.

. -~

DISCUSSION | .
The research reported in this paper was in part an attempt to

use a recent1§ developed high inference teacher s:if-report instrunent

;hd a low inference obserrdtional check list on the énne large: sample

of teacners and adminiotrators. The two instruments tended to measure

several variables systematically; Simply, through observation the

rezearchers found that learning environments with 20% to 85X opén space

contained 252 to 50% more instructional modes, ccnsiderably more team

teaching; and greater freedom for students to move about the classroom.

Concurrent findings came from the teacher self-report LCI. The

teachers in 1earning enviro;;:::;\with 20% to 85X open space viewed

the iearning climate as significantly more open on four of five factors .

' From these findings en optimum learning environment was recommended.
Spatial characteristics and observotional data were not considered

in the final research questions. The LCI data were used to test the

discrimination of c:2 five factors when the schools were grouped

according 10 ?éﬁievement,,size, and the extent of the use of human

relations progr:ms. The findings reveoled that the LCI ‘factors do

(discriminnte. The- results of the findings indicate that the learning ,

climate 1§ generally more open in the high- achieving schools. In

most cases the high achieving schools vere located‘in lower income

| . : 13\\.
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’area;. Teaching in a lower income neighborhood may be less desirable
and perceived by the teachers to be a more closed or less open learn-
ing environment.

C Size of the school and climate are related. The findings
indicate th.t larger schools tend to have a more closed learning
climate: Smaller faculties tend to interact more frequently and
establish a collegial atmosphere quicker than their coileagues in
larger schools. Perception research through the usé of self-report
instruments becomes more difficult to conduct in larger schools because
of -increased communication problems and less faculty interaction which
can produce more diverse teacher perceptions of the environment._

Finally, on-going human relations programs appirently affect
staff perceptions of their learning climate. If teachers in schools

with human relations programs perceive greater freedom to teach and

less pressure to comply with school rules, then the human relations

.

programs shoulé continue with greater emphasis.

The findings of this study like those in other studies looking

at the classroom as a social-grganizational unit raises many quest?éns

because of the obvious intervening variables. However, the results.

lend themselves to developing the following research hypotheses.
1. Schools with at least 20% open space will have 25-50%
more instructional modes than schools with less than
20% open space. .
2. The learning environment in schools with at least 20%
open instructional space is perceived as more open by the
instructional staff. B
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